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REMARKS 

Claims 1-24 were pending in this application before submission of this paper. Claims 1- 
3, 5, 13, 15, 20, and 23 have been amended. Claims 25-27 have been added. No new matter has 
been added. Claims 1-27 are now pending in this application. In view of the amendments and 
the following remarks^ reconsideration and allowance of all pending claims are respectfidly 
requested. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to pardcularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. Claim 3 has been amended in accordance with Examiner's suggestion to read, in part, 
"an outbound call from the calling party." Thus, Applicants submit that the rejection of Claim 3 
under 35 U-S-C, 1 12 is overcome. 

Claims 1-3, 9-14, 20 and 22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,512,819 issued to Sato. Claim 4 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sato in view of U,S. Patent No. 6,421 ,672 issued to McAllister. Claims 
5-8, 15-19, 23 and 24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sato in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 5,485,373 issued to Davis, Claim 21 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Sato in view of U.S. Patent No, 6,397,078 issued to Kim. 

Claim 1, as amended, recites in part, "determining a candidate set of contacts from a 
contact information database based on the call ID, wherein the candidate set of contacts 
comprises contacts that correspond to the call ID according to a criteria," 

Sato does not teach the limitations recited in Applicants' Claim 1. Sato teaches ^'means 
for extracting identification information indicating the caller when a communication and 
connection requirement has been received from a caller through the communication means; [and] 
means for making a comparison between extracted identification information and information 
registered into the telephone directory database.'' (col. 1, lines 51-56) Thus, Sato does not 
anticipate nor make obvious AppUcants' Claim 1. Applicants therefore submit that Claim 1^ as 
amended, is proposed to be allowable and notice to that efifect is solicited. 

Claim 4, as amended, recites, **pre-processing the call ID to remove extraneous characters 
from the call ID." Neither Sato, McAllister^ nor any combination thereof teach the limitations 
recited in Applicants' Claim 4. 
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As discussed above Sato teaches *'means for extracting identification information 
indicating the caller when a communication and connection requirement has been received fiom 
a caller through the communication means; [and] means for making a comparison between 
detracted identification information and information registered into the telephone directory 
database," (col. 1, hnes 51-56) McAllister teaches "prompt[ing] the caller using the name 
pronunciation used by the caller'* (coL 3, line 67 - col. 4, line 1), which is not the same as "pre- 
processing the call ID to remove extraneous characters from the call ID." Thus, neither Sato^ 
McAllister^ nor any combination thereof anticipates nor make obvious Applicants* Claim 4. 
Applicants therefore submit that Claim 4 is proposed to be allowable and notice to that effect is 
solicited. 

Claims 13 and 20 include substantially the same limitations discussed above in regard to 
indq)endent Claim 1. As stated above. Claim 1 is proposed to be allowable. Therefore, 
independent Claims 13 and 20 are proposed to be allowable for at least the same reasons as 
independent Claim 1, and notice to that effect is solicited. 

Claims 2-12, 14-19 and 21-27 are dependent on allowable base claims and are therefore 
allowable for at least the same reasons that Claims 1, 13 and 20 are allowable. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing remarks, pending Claims 1-27 are believed to be allow^le for at 
least the reasons stated above and the application is in condition for allowance. Therefore, a 
Notice of AUowance is respectfully requested. Should the Examma- have any further issues 
regarding this application, the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned attorney for 
Applicants at the telephone number provided below. 

MERCHANT & GOULD P.C Respectfully submitted, 



P. O. Box 2903 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-0903 
.206342.6200 




MERCHANT & GOULD P.C. 




JJF/ab 
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